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| _ Andrew and Hecht (1976) found: : @ substantial difference in the-proficiency asi 
standard derived from. two different methods: "It is, perhaps not surprising | 
manee two procedures‘which. involve different approaches. to the ratuacion” 
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based upon judgnents about the nastery. status: ‘of a sample. of test takers: 
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a In September, 1976, _New Jersey Governor ‘Brendan, t. Byrne stapes into. 
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— distractors that he/she is contigent that : a Student with’ a minima: nas tery 


ae | will not. consider as. possibie: correct answers: to the ite . The reciprocal | 
ae > is 
a “of the. renaining choices. is the estimated probability. that. the ‘ainda 


"master will correctl¥ a answer the item. The ‘sum of. the estimated iten oe | 
_ probabilities is’ the ‘score that the panelist expects the minimal master to | 


attain, This bcore ; ‘is: ‘the panelist’ s best estimate. of ‘the proficiency oo 51 


standard, The overall best estimate Yor t the pfoficiency standard is’ the mean 
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— what is. meant -by minimal ly acceptable performance, - oFe ee . 

. a 2. ) The second step. is. to look at the first question in: the: test and © 
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